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DETAILED ACTION 

This is in response to the RCE filed on June 1 st 1 01 1 . 

Continued Examination Under 37 CFR 1. 1 14 

1 . A request for continued examination under 37 CFR 1.114, including the fee set 
forth in 37 CFR 1 .17(e), was filed in this application after final rejection. Since this 
application is eligible for continued examination under 37 CFR 1.114, and the fee set 
forth in 37 CFR 1 .17(e) has been timely paid, the finality of the previous Office action 
has been withdrawn pursuant to 37 CFR 1.114. Applicant's submission filed on 6/1 1~\ 1 
has been entered. 

Status of Claims 

Claims 1-4 and 7-8 are pending, of which claims 1 and 4 are currently amended. 

Response to Arguments 

2. Applicant's arguments, see pg. 5-6, with respect to the 103(a) rejection of claim 1 
have been fully considered and are persuasive. Specifically, the argument that the art 
does not teach or suggest the amended limitations is persuasive. Therefore, the 
rejection has been withdrawn. However, upon further consideration, a new ground(s) of 
rejection is made in view of Roberts et al. US 2003/0135584 A1 . 
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3. Applicant's comments (pg. 6-7) regarding Butterworth teaching the other 
amended limitation (i.e. forwarding .. to the new address of the requested web service) 
have been considered but are not persuasive. Examiner acknowledges that on first 
glance Butterworth's teaching of redirecting to "an alternate web service" seems to be 
materially different than the claimed limitation of forwarding "to the requested web 
service". However, when considering paragraph 58 in its entirety, it is clear that 
Butterworth teaches redirecting to a web service "that provides the same operations". 
Thus since a client's request is sent to a service providing the same service it is 
accurate to say it is directed to "the requested web service" since the client receives the 
requested service. Therefore, Butterworth does in fact teach forwarding to a new 
address of the requested web service since the request is redirected to a service "that 
provides the same operations". This limitation is also disclosed by the new rejection in 
view of Roberts as explained below. 

4. Applicant's comments with respect to claim 4 (pg. 7-8) generally repeat the 
above, therefore they are persuasive for the same reasons. However, upon further 
consideration, a new ground(s) of rejection is made in view of Roberts et al. US 
2003/0135584 A1. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

5. The text of those sections of Title 35, U.S. Code not included in this action can 
be found in a prior Office action. 
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6. Claims 1 -4 and 7-8 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 1 03(a) as being unpatentable 
over Butterworth et al. US 2004/0133656 A1 in view of Lewontin US 2005/0071419 A1, 
Roberts et al. US 2003/0135584 A1 and Koeppel US 2005/0015491 A1 . 

Regarding claim 1 , Butterworth discloses "redirecting a request for a web service 
in a data transmission network" (paragraph 45), "forwarding a first request from the 
client server to an address of said web service" (paragraphs 13, 44), "responding to the 
client server from a web service point associated with said old address" response sent 
from web service (Fig. 4) and "forwarding a second request from the client server to the 
new address of said web service" redirect (i.e. forward) to the new address of the web 
service (i.e. address of backup service) when failure occurs (paragraphs 58, 63). 

Butterworth does not explicitly disclose "sending back a message with a header, 
wherein the header using said message exchange protocol contains a redirection to a 
new address" however this is taught by Lewontin as including a web service address in 
a header as a SOAP message (paragraph 44). It would have been obvious to one of 
ordinary skill in the art at the time of the invention to modify Butterworth to include the 
address passing feature of Lewontin for the purpose of redirecting web service 
requests. Lewontin suggests that by doing so web services can be provided from 
mobile devices (paragraphs 9-1 1 ). 

The combination of Butterworth and Lewontin does not explicitly disclose 
"determining the address of the web service is an old address by checking a list of 
outdated web services, wherein each web service in the list is associated with the old 
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address and a new address" however this is taught by Roberts as a forwarding address 
list that maps old entities to new entities (paragraph 134). It would have been obvious 
to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the invention to modify the combination of 
Butterworth and Lewontin with the address forwarding list taught by Roberts for the 
purpose of contacting an entity at its current address. This concept is well known in the 
art as evidenced by Roberts and yields predictable results. It has been practiced by 
hand every time someone opens their rolodex to see a name with an old number 
crossed out and a new number written in. Therefore, this is merely the combination of a 
known element according to its established function in order to yield predictable results. 

Roberts also discloses "forwarding a second request from the client server to the 
new address of the requested web service" use forwarding address list to "bend" the 
request to new entity (paragraph 134). 

The combination of Butterworth, Lewontin and Roberts does not explicitly 
disclose "checking, using a checker on the client server, for the redirection in the header 
of the message" however this is taught by Koeppel as determining whether any redirect 
tags are present in the data stream received from a web service, checking the entire 
data stream would include checking the header (paragraph 94, Fig. 13 step 1333). 
Although Koeppel teaches making the check / determination at the "harness", Koeppel 
suggests this is a virtual server that is part of the client system (paragraph 36) thus the 
check is made "on the client server" as recited by the claims. Also, Butterworth 
discloses that the client (e.g. agent acting as client) performs the redirection check 
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(paragraph 45). It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time 
of the invention to modify the combination of Butterworth, Lewontin and Roberts with the 
redirect checking taught by Koeppel for the purpose of authentication. Koeppel teaches 
allowing only web services that are authorized (paragraph 14, Fig. 7). 

Regarding claim 2, Butterworth discloses "new address ... is logged by said host" 
as storing an address in the form of a WSDL file (paragraphs 1 3-14). 

Regarding claim 3, the combination of Butterworth, Lewontin and Roberts does 
not explicitly disclose "said redirection is a SOAP header tag", however Butterworth 
does disclose "message exchange protocol is SOAP" (Fig. 4). It would have been 
obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the invention use a header tag for 
redirection. The SOAP specification provides header blocks. Redirecting requests is 
disclosed by the references. Thus naming a header tag redirect would have been 
obvious since that is the purpose of the message. This is similar to relaying a SOAP 
message, when doing so the SOAP specification provides for a header block that is 
aptly named relay. 

Regarding claim 4, it is a system claim that corresponds to the method of claim 1 ; 
those corresponding parts (web service, address redirection, response message) are 
rejected for similar reasons. Butterworth also discloses "a checker in a SOAP runtime" 
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as software for passing SOAP messages (Fig. 4, paragraphs 37, 44-45). The message 
is analyzed/checked (paragraph 38). 

Regarding claim 7, Butterworth discloses "HTTP" (paragraph 11). 

Regarding claim 8, it is a system claim that corresponds to the method of claim 7, 
therefore it is rejected for similar reasons. 

Conclusion 

7. The prior art made of record and not relied upon is considered pertinent to 
applicant's disclosure. 

Snapp et al. US 2006/0020575 A1 discloses that it is well known in the art to 
have an address list containing an old address and a new address (paragraph 6). 

Knutson et al. US 2005/0160153 A1 discloses a method of addressing web 
services (abstract) including correcting an outdated address (paragraph 64). 

Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to JASON RECEK whose telephone number is (571 )270- 
1975. The examiner can normally be reached on Mon - Fri 9:00am-5:30pm. 
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If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Glen Burgess can be reached on (571) 272-3949. The fax phone number 
for the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571 -273-8300. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 
Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for 
published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. 
Status information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. 
For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should 
you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic 
Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). If you would like assistance from a 
USPTO Customer Service Representative or access to the automated information 
system, call 800-786-9199 (IN USA OR CANADA) or 571-272-1000. 



/Jason Recek/ 
Examiner, Art Unit 2442 
(571) 270-1975 



